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STATEMENT OF THE CASE AGAINST 
THE APPELLANT ANTHONY CAVALUARO: 


Prior to the commencement of the trici, appellant's attorney 
applied to the Court for the aadress of the proseciciocn's 
principal witness, Mary Sneparason (1-3)*. This request was 
denied, the Court indicating that if counsel askeu tiie witness 
when she testified he would sustain tne prosecutor's objection 
and he would hear the answer “in camera", The Court indicated 
that that wouldn't be the best methoa because "the whole idea 
is not to disclose here wuereabouts. and I don't see any 
materiality. ee.” (3)-6 

The tr:.al then proceeaed and tne government called Mary 
Shepardson as its first wit (4). She was 24 years 
She formerly lived in a trailer village in Lb: New 
with her son l 
named Debbie Buchanan (0). 

On December 10, 1975 she went to Buchanan's housé. 
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Buchanan at that i@ was | iG with a “Dick Finch” (0). 


party by the name of Sam so lived in the same building 


where Buchanan's apartment was located (8). 
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*( ) This refers to the pagination of tne appenar 
filed by tne appellant. 


going to Buchanan's house was for Buchanan to babysit s that 
she could procure some fuel for the trailer that she lived in. 
She was going to the welfare agency for this (8-10). In order 
to go to the welfare agency she hitchhiked and was picked up 
by the appellant whom she knew for the past year 

At the welfare agency her fuel request 
returned and asked "Dick Finch" to help her look for fuel. She 
was unsuccessful in this venture and she returned to Buchanan!’ 
house. Fromthere she went on another errand to buy some rooc. 
she returned Buchanan told her that in her absence she 
a phone call. Buchanan her to stay in the house, 
Remaining at Buchanan's house, the co-defendant Brown appeared. 
She couldn't identify Brown in Court but did identify the 


ppellant (13-15). Brown "told her" to go ourside in that Dave 


Baer was there and he wanted to talk to her C38, 26): 
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she was told to in a car that Baer was in and she 
that "We" were goi ‘ a “ride” (16). Baer was 
of the cé he appellant was driving the 
to ypellant in the front (16). She described 
he appeared "scared 
ide according to Shepardson was 
ly thought that Baer wanted 
and this was the reason she left the house (19, 
also testified that she had no choice but to get into 


(19). 


While driving the appellant told her 
"nipped off" (21). Brown added that sh 
and that he was hired to"kill her" by the ap 
the car the appellant displayed a weaj: 
also told her that they wanted their money 
sale of "pot" (22). 


Ultimately the appellant called her a rh! 
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car and displayed a un (23). Then the witness disclaimed any 


knowledge and the co-cefendant Brown told defendant to desist as it 


the co-defendant's "job* and that "he would take car 
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that they were going to 
establishment in Penns 
also told her to divu. the persons 
the aprellant 
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ROBERT BAILEY, being duly sworn, deposes and says, that deporent is 
not a party to the action, Is over 18 years of age and resides a4 286 Richmond 
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